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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to an Appeal Brief entered July 16, 2007 
for the patent application 10/678822 filed on October 2, 2003. 

2. All prior office actions are fully incorporated into this office action by reference. 

Reopening of Prosecution 

3. In view of the appeal brief filed on July 1 6, 2007. PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. A new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41.31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 



4. 



Status of Claims 
Claims 1-30 are pending in this application. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the Invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an International application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed In the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Schroeder et al. (USPN 6,853959, referred to as Schroeder). 

Examiner's Note (EN): I1 1 1 . applies. Schroeder's prior art teaches adaptive process 
control on a continuous basis such as identified in Fig.1 and c1: 64-67; c2:1-26. 
Applicant has segmented the limitations and such limitations may be found in 
Schroeder's prior art in whatever numbers one wants to count since the operation is 
indeed adaptive and continuous. Consequently, the Examiner has mapped the claim 
limitations into such adaptive process control and appropriately referenced the system 
of Schroeder. 
Claims 1,11, 21, 30 

Schroeder anticipates an automated issue resolution management (ISRM) 
system for directing attempts to automatically resolve issues including error conditions 
relating to the automated manufacturing facility, the ISRM system including a plurality of 
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automated components whose operations the iSRM system is operable to coordinate, 
the components including (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c3:51-67; c4:1-63; EN: the ISRM is items 
1, 2 and 100 of Fig. 1; ISR consists of items 2, 10. 12. 18, 20. 22, 24. 25. 26); first 
component for automatically checking whether a first reported issue brought to its 
attention is a recognized issue for which an automatic resolution appears io be available 
(Schroeder: c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; c6:45-52). a second component for commanding the 
taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the automated manufacturing 
facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first component (Schroeder: 
c2:7-26). 
Claims 2, 12, 22 

Schroeder anticipates a third component for deterniinlng whether the automated 
corrective action appears to have resolved the recognized issue (Schroeder: c5: 18-33); 
and a fourth component for logging whether the automated corrective action appears to 
have resolved the recognized issue (Schroeder: c1 0:58-59). 
Claims 3, 13, 23 

Schroeder anticipates a first subcomponent for determining whether an 
automated corrective action appears to be able to be taken at present (3chroeder: 
c6:45-52). a second subcomponent, in communication with the first subcomponent, for 
advising that an automated corrective action cannot be executed at present 
(Schroeder: c6:45-52). 
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Claims 4, 14, 24 

Schroeder anticipates the second subcomponent of second component is 
operativeiy arranged for advising via a first message that an automated corrective 
action cannot be taken because of a condition specifically identified in the first message 
(Schroeder: c6:45-52; EN: such is a process upset condition). 
Claims 5, 15 

Schroeder anticipates the second subcomponent of the second component is 
operativeiy arranged for advising via a second message that an automated corrective 
action cannot be taken because of at least one piece of automated equipment identified 
in the second message is not in automatic mode (Schroeder: c623-44. 
Claim 6 

Schroeder anticipates the ISRM system further includes at least a plurality of 
second components which are each respectively dedicated to attempting to resolve of a 
different recognized issue (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26). 
Claims 7, 17 

Schroeder anticipates the second component of the ISRM system further 
includes a first subcomponent for providing at least first and second courses of possible 
automated corrective action and a second subcomponent for commanding the taking of 
the first course of possible automated corrective action, and then the taking of the 
second course of possible automated corrective action if needed (Schroeder: Fig. 1 ; 
c3:51-67; c4:1-63; c6:45-52; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: the controlling process is iterative). 
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Claims 8, 18 and 28 

Schroeder anticipates a third component for detemnining whether the automated 
corrective action that was commanded appears to have resolved the recognized issue 
(Schroeder: c5:25-32; c6:22-44), wherein the third component includes a first 
subcomponent for providing a first message indicating whether the commanded 
automated corrective action appears to have resolved the issue; (Schroeder: c1: 64-67; 
c2:1-26; EN: such is obtaining the results of the current operation); the second 
component includes a first subcomponent for providing at least first and second 
possible automated corrective actions (Schroeder:c6:45-52); a second subcomponent 
for commanding the taking of the first possible automated corrective action, and then 
commanding the taking of the second possible automated corrective action if needed 
(Schroeder: c1: 64-67; c2:1-26); third subcomponent for receiving the first message 
provided by third component and deciding whether the second subcomponent needs to 
command the taking of the second possible automated corrective action (Schroeder: 
c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: process is iterative ... continuous). 
Claims 9, 19 and 29 

Schroeder anticipates at least a plurality of second components as set forth 
above, but with each being dedicated to attempting to resolve a distinct recognized 
issue (Schroeder: c1: 64-67; c2:1-26); a command memory for providing information 
pertinent to possible corrective actions with respect to at least a plurality of distinct 
recognized issues (Schroeder: c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: historic data); a command 
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sequencer for helping generate at least first and second commands to initiate 
automated corrective actions in sequence as needed (Schroeder: c6:45-52). 
Claims 10 and 20 

Schroeder anticipates a fourth component for logging for future reference 
whether an automated corrective action that was commanded appears to have resolved 
the recognized issue (Schroeder: Fig. 1 ; c5:25-32); a fifth component for providing a 
message indicating which automated corrective action that was commanded appears to 
have resolved the recognized issue (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26); a sixth 
component, operatively arranged to receive a message from the fifth component, for 
logging for future reference at least part of the information contained in such received 
message (Schroeder: Fig. 1 ; c1 : 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: operation of the plant is a 
continuous process and the number of components and "messages" is endless). 
Claim 25 

Schroeder anticipates (1) selecting at least a first course of possible automated 
corrective action, and generating, based at least in part thereon, a first set of commands 
to initiate the first course of automated corrective action (Schroeder: Fig. 1 ; c1 : 64-67; 
c2:1-26; EN: such commands are initiated from the predictive software objects); (2) in 
the event that the recognized incoming error condition does not appear to have been 
corrected in response to the first set of commands, selecting a second course of 
possible automated corrective action, and thereafter generating, based at least in part 
thereon, a second set of commands to initiate the second course of automated 
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corrective action (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... 
continuous process). 
Claim 26 

Schroeder anticipates (e) for a second incoming error condition that is so 
recognized in step (b), under the auspices of the supervisory program, accessing 
information associated with that recognized incoming error condition (Schroeder: 
(Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... continuous process) 
to enable the generation of at least a first set of automated corrective commands via the 
supervisory program distinct from the first set of automated corrective commands 
generated in response to the first incoming error condition recognized in step (b) 
(Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... continuous process); 
(f) under the auspices of the supervisory program, generating at least a first set of 
commands for initiating automated corrective action to be taken by a portion of the 
automated factory in an effort to resolve automatically the second recognized incoming 
error condition (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... 
continuous process). 
Claim 27 

Schroeder anticipates (g) in the event that first incoming error condition does not 
appear to have been corrected in response to the first set of commands generated 
automatically to recover from that first incoming error condition, sequentially thereafter 
automatically commanding the generation of a second set of commands associated with 
a second course of possible automated corrective action for that first incoming error 
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condition (Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... continuous 
process); (h) in the event that second incoming error condition does not appear to have 
been corrected in response to the first set of commands generated automatically to 
recover from that second incoming error condition, sequentially thereafter automatically 
commanding the generation of a second set of commands associated with a second 
course of possible automated corrective action for that second incoming error condition 
(Schroeder: Fig. 1; c1: 64-67; c2:1-26; EN: such is an adaptive ... continuous process). 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed on July 16. 2007 related to Claims 1-30 have been 
fully considered but are not persuasive. In general, the arguments presented in the 
Appeal Brief are improper since such arguments attempt to discredit the prior art of 
Ikeda as "non-analogous" (Appeal Brief, page 6, lines 14-15). MPEP 2131.05 applies. 
In reference to Applicant's argument: 

With respect to claim 1, the Examiner asserts Ikeda et al. disclose "[l]n an automated manufacturing 
facility for running automatic production and having a plurality of pieces of automated equipment 
designed to carry out certain tasks and having interactive control systems, an automated issue resolution 
(ISR) system for automatically attempting to resolve identified issues that interfere with automatic 
production, the ISR system comprising: an automated issue resolution management (ISRM) system for 
directing attempts to automatically resolve issues including error conditions relating to the automated 
manufacturing facility, the ISRM system including a plurality of automated components whose operations 
the ISRM system is operable to coordinate" (emphasis added), citing column 1, lines 52-57 in support. In 
the Final Office Action (page 3), the Examiner equates the operation status of a power plant disclosed in 
Ikeda et al. with a production manufacturing facility as recited in the Appellants' claims. The Examiner 
then argues this interpretation is reasonable in light of the supporting disclosure. However, Ikeda et al. is 
directed to remote diagnostics for power plants, an entirely different and non-analogous industry from the 
production manufacturing facility. It should be noted that one does not "manufacture" power, but rather, 
power may be generated for use in manufacturing. 



Examiner's response: 
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H 11. applies. Under a 35 USC 102 rejection, "non-analogous" arguments are 
improper (MPEP 2131 .05). 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

In addition, Ikeda et al. do not teach "an automated manufacturing facility," rather Ikeda et al. teaches a 
remote monitoring diagnostic center, a user facility containing a power plant, and a design department. 
The power plant and remote diagnostic center of Ikeda et aL are geographically diverse facilities. The 
"remote" of "remote monitoring diagnostic center" is the essence of Ikeda et al., providing power plant 
monitoring at a distance. For example, Ikeda et al. states a "remote area (a long distance from the power 
generating equipment to the maintenance group)" (Ikeda et al., column 9, lines 45-47). "Information which 
can be monitored is converted into digitalized signals, and is transmitted through the communications line 
(ISDN line, Internet, Intranet, radio) to the facilities where monitor and diagnosis are conducted on a real 
time basis by remote control." (Ikeda et al., column 9, lines 60-65). A stated advantage of Ikeda et al. is, 
"[s]imultaneous monitoring of multiple equipment by a smaller number of people in remote control mode" 
(Ikeda et al., col. 11, lines 17-18), indicating both human involvement and remote location. Thus, Ikeda et 
al. 

teach "an automated manufacturing facility." Even, if the Examiner reads the power plant of Ikeda et al. as 
an automated manufacturing facility, in contrast to the teaching of the specification, the remote monitoring 
diagnostic system is not in the plant. 

Examiner's response: 

^11. applies. Claim 1 does not cite a limitation requiring automated equipment 

in one location. Manufacturing facilities are known to be diverse in a global society. 

Since manufacturing is a generic term, the generation of power is indeed an automated 

manufacturing facility. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

In interpreting the claims, the Examiner has ignored the teaching and term definitions provided in the 
specification. Specifically, the Examiner is encouraged to review paragraph [0124], which inter alia states: 
"The term 'automated factory' and 'automated manufacturing facility' should be understood in a broad 
sense to encompass any factory or facility including a testing facility, warehouse and distribution center 
where automated equipment, directed by automatic control systems with little or no human intervention, is 
employed to receive, make, assemble, process, refine, route, sort, test, package and/or in whole or in part 
on a repetitive basis like physical items or material" (Emphasis added). Therefore, it is inconsistent with 
the specification to read the determination of corrective actions in Ikeda et al., which require human 
intervention, as "automatic" or "automated" in reference to the claims of the instant application. The same 
arguments advanced above with respect to claim 1 also apply to claims 1 1, 21, and 30. 

Further, Ikeda et al. is entirely devoid of teaching "an automated issue resolution (ISR) system for 
automatically attempting to resolve identified issues that interfere with automatic production, the 
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components including a first component for automatically checking whether a first reported issue brought 
to its attention is a recognized issue for which an automatic resolution appears to be available; and a 
second component for commanding the taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the 
automated manufacturing facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first component." 

Examiner's response: 

n il. applies. It is easily determined from the applicant's definitions that the 

automated facility can indeed be a diverse operation and since it can be any factory or 

facility the generation of power is indeed an automated manufacturing facility. Applicant 

should take notice that the above definitions indeed provide for the human element ... 

albeit automated. The referenced sections of claim 1 were specifically referenced to 

appropriate sections of Ikeda. From Ikeda (c1:58-64): 

Furthermore, a remote monitoring diagnostic method according to the present 
invention comprises the steps wherein the plant is monitored by the plant 
monitoring system installed in the plant, the plant data presenting the operation 
status of said plant is collected, infomiation on the occurrence of an error given 
from said plant monitoring system and said collected plant data associated with 
the error are sent to the remote monitoring diagnostic center ... 

Such is an automated system. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Regarding Examiner's response for the first component of claims 1,11,21, and 30 on page 9 of the Final 
Office Action, the Examiner appears to misunderstand Appellants' previously presented argument. The 
Examiner is correct that the claims do not include databases or "silent", but Appellants made no assertion 
However, the Examiner's contention that Ikeda et al. at column 1, lines 45-57 discloses "automatic action" 
is without support. The only references to "action" are a database storing errors and actions, and a 
reporting system with no teaching of automatic capabilities. 

Examiner's response: 

^11. applies. Ikeda teaches automated features such as "remote monitoring 

diagnostic system." "data storage file," "collect plant data," "operational status of the 



plant," etc. 
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In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Regarding Examiner's response for the second component of claims 1, 11, 21, and 30, the Examiner 
overextends reason in stating that sending a report, even if sent via e-mail, is equivalent to "commanding 
the taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the automated manufacturing facility in response 
to a reported issue recognized by the first component" as recited in the claims. The reporting system of 
Ikeda et al. requires human intervention of the pilot staff to confirm the error and either pass the 
information to a department for study or provide feedback directly through e-mail, phone, or fax. (Ikeda et 
al.. col. 8, lines 49 - 60). Furthermore, there is nothing to indicate that the user recipient of the report 
performs the correction in an automated fashion. Ikeda et al. teaches power plant maintenance using a 
maintenance engineer with a portable terminal (Ikeda et al., Figures 1- 4, item 24). 

The Examiner further argues that full latitude is given to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable 
sense is given to the term "automation." The Examiner then equates the reporting activities ("either pass 
the information to a department for study or provide feedback directly through e-mail, phone, or fax") 
disclosed in Ikeda et al. with automated corrective activities recited in the Appellants* claims. 

Examiner's response: 

H 1 1 . applies. Computers represent automated processes. Applicant's above 
definition allows for human involvement. Applicants limitation involving "... a second 
component for commanding the taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the 
automated manufacturing facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first 
component." Is interpreted to be "technical Instructions" to correct an error in some 
portion of the plant using an automotive process such as computers and networks. Fig. 
1 of Ikeda applies. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 
Automation is defined as: 

Automatic, as opposed to human, operation or control of a process, equipment or a system; or the 
techniques and equipment used to achieve this. Most often applied to computer (or at least electronic) 
control of a manufacturing process. The Free On\- line Dictionary of Computing. Denis Howe. 16 Jul. 
2007. http://dictionarv.reference.com/browse/automation >. 



Examiner's response: 
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H 1 1. applies. Applicant has now presented two definitions of automatic. Since 
the above definition was not contained in the specification, it will not be given 
argumentative merit. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

On page 10, of the Final Office Action, the Examiner states column 1 , lines 52-57, and column 6, lines 58- 
67 as allegedly teaching this automated corrective action feature. Appellants once again respectfully 
disagree with this analysis because the cited sections disclose a system that merely passes along an 
occurrence of art error. This action is simply 'reporting', not corrective action. Further, Ikeda et al. 
discloses, specifically in cited column 6, lines 58-67, that an occurrence of an error is passed along to the 
technical staff, then to the designing department, which then does an analysis and then takes an action. 
This action, which involves human intervention, is clearly not automated. In contrast. Appellants' claimed 
invention discloses "a second component for commanding the taking of automated corrective action by a 
portion of the automated manufacturing facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first 
component". In contrast to Ikeda et al., there is no deliberation among departments in handling the 
occurrence of an error: Appellants' second component automatically takes corrective action. 

Examiner's response: 

H 1 1 . applies. In order to correct a problem, data on the initial problem must be 

collected and Ikeda perfomis such collection in an automotive manner (Ikeda, c1:45- 

67). Again, applicant's definition of automation allows for human intervention. Above 

interpretation concerning the second component applies. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 2, 12, and 22 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of 
themselves. Claims 2. 12 and 22 "the ISRM system further includes: a third component for determining 
whether the automated corrective action appears to have resolved the recognized issue; and a fourth 
component for logging whether the automated corrective action appears to have resolved the recognized 
issue." The Examiner cites Figure 5(A); Ref. S 18-20; column 7, lines 2-6 in support of this rejection. 
However, in the Final Office Action, the Examiner cites sending a report to a user as both of the second 
component of claims 1, 11, 21, and 30, and as the third component of claims 2, 12, and 22. Such analysis 
is well beyond the scope of the broadest reasonable interpretation. Regarding the fourth component of 
claims 2, 12, and 22, Ikeda et al. discloses logging the study results without regard as to whether the 
automated corrective action appears to have resolved the recognized issue, at least these reasons, 
claims 2, 12, and 22 patentably define over Ikeda et al. 



Examiner's response: 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,822 



Art Unit: 2129 



Page 14 



T1 1 1 . applies. Applicant has not disagreed with the Fig. 5 reference. The Final 
Office Action, dated October 16. 2006, page 3, cites Ikeda: c1:52-57, c6:58-67 
regarding "...a second component ..." and Ikeda: Fig. 5(A). Ref. SI 8-20 regarding the 
third component. Applicant recognizes that Ikeda discloses logging the results. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 4, 14, and 24 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of 
themselves. Claims 4, 14, and 24 recite "the second subcomponent of second component is operatively 
arranged for advising via a first message that an automated corrective action cannot be taken because of 
a condition specifically identified in the first message." The Examiner cites column 6. lines 37-41 in 
support of this rejection. However, Regarding Examiner's response for claims 4, 14, and 24, Ikeda et al. 
states that the design department study results are sent to the user. Further, Ikeda et al. is entirely devoid 
of teaching a first message. For at least these reasons, claims 4, 14, and 24 patentably define over Ikeda 
et al. 

Examiner's response: 

H 1 1 . applies. The message is the study results and such study results are 
interpreted to be the appropriate component. Terminology such as "the second 
subcomponent of second component " does not render limitations functionally distinct. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 5 and 15 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of themselves. 
Claims 5 and 15 recite "the second subcomponent of the second component is operatively arranged for 
advising via a second message that an automated corrective action cannot be taken because of at least 
one piece of automated equipment identified in the second message is not in automatic mode." The 
Examiner cites column 6, lines 37-41 in support of this rejection. However, Regarding Examiner's 
response for claims 5 and 15, Ikeda et al. states that the design department study results are sent to the 
user. Ikeda et al. does not teach a first and second message. Furthermore, there is no mention of a 
message indicating that at least one piece of automated equipment is not in automatic mode. For at least 
these reasons, claims 5 and 15 patentably define over Ikeda et al. 



Examiner's response: 
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H 1 1 . applies. Ikeda (c7:1-5) teaches transmission of study results and 
acknowledges equipment outages (Ikeda, c7:45-55). Multiple messages are expected 
to be appropriate. The concern is the significance of data being transferred. The 
number of messages is not functionally definitive as such messages relate to the instant 
problem of plant operation. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claim 6 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of itself. Claim 6 recites 
"the ISRM system further includes at least a plurality of second components which are each respectively 
dedicated to attempting to resolve of a different recognized issue." The Examiner cites column 8, lines 52- 
58 in support of this rejection. However, the monitoring system 8 of Ikeda et al. referred to by the 
Examiner at Col. 8, lines 7-10, is monitoring performed at the power plant facility, which is a separate 
facility from the monitoring center 15 of Ikeda et al., and as such is inconsistent with th^ Claim. 

Examiner's response: 

H 1 1 . applies. Ikeda cites "For errors which do not require inquiry with the related 

departrtient ..." these are the equivalent of "second components." 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 7 and 17 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of themselves. 
Claims 7 and 17 recite "the second component of the ISRM system further includes a first subcomponent 
for providing at least first and second courses of possible automated corrective action, and a second 
subcomponent for commanding the taking of the first course of possible automated corrective action, and 
then the taking of the second course of possible automated corrective action if needed." The Examiner 
cites column 6, lines 53-57; Figure 5(A); Ref. 70, 71; column 8. lines 1-10) in support of this rejection. The 
databases of Ikeda et al. maybe hierarchical; however, the contents and structure of the databases are 
not disclosed. Even if Ikeda et al.'s databases werie organized in a hierarchy, that mere point would not 
anticipate claims 7 and 17. There is no disclosure in Ikeda et al. that would lead a PHOSITA to conclude 
that Ikeda et al.'s similar error database 70 and component history database 71 contain at least first and 
second courses of possible automated corrective action and commanding the taking of the first course of 
possible automated corrective action, and then the taking of the second course of possible automated 
corrective action if needed. 



Examiner's response: 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,822 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2129 

^11. applies. Simply, Ikeda in Fig. 5(A) identifies a plurality of databases with 
such titles as "Database for Similar Errors," Component History Database," etc. and 
such databases act as an input to "Study, analysis and Actions Taken by the Related 
Department" that concludes in "Send a Report to the User." PHOSITA's conclusion is 
inherent. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 8, 18, and 28 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of 
themselves. Claims 8, 18, and 28 recite "a third component for determining whether the automated 
corrective action that was commanded appears to have resolved the recognized Issue; and wherein the 
third component includes a first subcomponent for providing a first message indicating whether the 
commanded automated corrective action appears to have resolved the issue, and the second component 
includes a first subcomponent for providing at least first and second possible automated corrective 
actions, and a second subcomponent for commanding the taking of the first possible automated 
corrective action, and then commanding the taking of the second possible automated Corrective action if 
needed, and a third subcomponent for receiving the first message provided by third component and 
deciding whether the second subcomponent needs to command the taking of the second possible 
automated corrective action." The Examiner cites Figure 5(A); Ref. S18-20; column 7, lines 2-6; column 6, 
lines 53-57; Ref. 70, 71; column 8, lines 1-10 in support of this rejection. However, Ikeda et al.'s third 
subcomponent of the second component (Ikeda et al., Col. 8, lines 1-10) refers to the monitoring system 
8 of Figures 1-4, which is part of the field monitoring system 6 of the power plant 4 at the user facility 1 . 
As such, the monitoring system 8 is not a subcomponent of the monitoring system 19, the monitoring 
center 15, or the remote monitoring diagnostic center 14. 

Examiner's response: 

H 1 1 . applies. Applicant is invited to return to Ikeda (c8:1-10) where different 

causes of a thermocouple problem are discussed that leads to the anticipation of "... 

deciding whether the second subcomponent needs to command the taking of the 

second possible automated corrective action ..." 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 



Claims 9, 19, and 29 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of 
themselves. Claims 9, 19, and 29 recite "issue resolution system as in Claim 8. wherein the ISRM system 
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further includes: at least a plurality of second components as set forth above, but with each being 
dedicated to attempting to resolve a distinct recognized issue; and a command memory for providing 
information pertinent to possible corrective actions with respect to at least a plurality of distinct recognized 
issues; and a command sequencer for helping generate at least first and second commands to initiate 
automated corrective actions in sequence as needed." The Examiner cites column 8, lines 52-58; column 
8, line 65 through column 9, line 2 in support of this rejection. However, contrary to the Examiner's 
assertion, it is unreasonable to interpret "automated" as manual effort, as manual effort of the technical 
staff in Ikeda et al. is the exact opposite of automated. Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the 
specification does define the terms "automated factory" and "automated manufacturing facility", which 
should aid Examiner in a more appropriate interpretation of the word "automated." 

Examiner's response: 

nil. applies. As applicant indicated above, there is a human element in both 
automated factory and automated manufacturing facility. Applicant has not indicated 
where the examiner equated automated to manual. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claims 10 and 20 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of 
themselves. Claims 10 and 20 recite "issue resolution system as in Claim 8. wherein the ISRM system 
further comprising: a fourth component for logging for future reference whether an automated corrective 
action that was commanded appears to have resolved the recognized issue; a fifth component for 
providing a message indicating which automated corrective action that was commanded appears to have 
resolved the recognized issue; and a sixth component, operatively arranged to receive a message from 
the fifth component, for logging for future reference at least part of the information contained in such 
received message." The Examiner cites column 7, lines 2-6; Figure 5(A); and Ref S 18-20 in support of 
this rejection. However, the use of computers, databases, and the words "automatic operation of error 
cause and emergency support system" are not enough to establish an automated corrective action. 
Identifying a problem is not equivalent to commanding an automated corrective action. The study results 
from Ikeda et al.'s designing department are logged in S20 of Ikeda et al. FIG. 5(A). Even if the manually 
generated studies of Ikeda et al. are "automatically" written to a knowledge database, there is nothing in 
Ikeda et al. to suggest that the recipient of the studies is capable of performing automated corrective 
action. 

Examiner's response: 

^11. applies. Applicant has not established why the statement "automatic 
operation of error cause and emergency support system" is insufficient to establish 
automated corrective action ... merely stating such a result is conclusory and 



insufficient for establishing the objection. 
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in reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claim 25 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of itself. Claim 25 
recites "the supen/isory program has associated therewith a plurality of distinct recognized error 
conditions for which different sets of corrective commands associated with various automated corrective 
actions may be used in attempts to recover therefrom, and method further comprises, as part of step (d), 
the substeps of: (1) selecting at least a first course of possible automated corrective action, and 
generating, based at least in part thereon, a first set of commands to initiate the first course of automated 
corrective action, and (2) in the event that the recognized incoming error condition does not appear to 
have been corrected in response to the first set of commands, selecting a second course of possible 
automated corrective action, and thereafter generating, based at least in part thereon, a second set of 
commands to initiate the second course of automated corrective action." The Examiner cites column 6, 
lines 53-57; Figure 5(A); Ref. 70, 71; column 8, lines 1-10 in support of this rejection. However, the 
Examiner is mixing features of Ikeda's monitoring system 19 and monitoring system 8 which are at 
different facilities running on different computers in Ikeda et al.. 

Examiner's response: 

nil. applies. Simply, system 19 is monitoring system 8 where alternative 
causes are identified for a given failure and hence the initiation of different (second) 
commands to resolve such a problem. 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claim 26 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of itself. Claim 26 
recites "(e) for a second incoming error condition that is so recognized in step (b), under the auspices of 
the supervisory program, accessing information associated with that recognized incoming error condition 
to enable the generation of at least a first set of automated corrective commands via the supen/isory 
program distinct from the first set of automated corrective commands generated in response to the first 
incoming error condition recognized in step (b); and (f) under the auspices of the supervisory program, 
generating at least a first set of commands for initiating automated corrective action to be taken by a 
portion of the automated factory in an effort to resolve automatically the second recognized incoming 
error condition." The Examiner cites column 6, lines 47-53 and 64-67; Figure 5(A); Ref. 76; S18 in support 
of this rejection. However, Ikeda et al. at column 10, lines 43-63 still requires human intervention for many 
of the steps. The Examiner asserts that there is "an application program running", but according to the 
sections previously cited by the Examiner, there is no single program on a single system disclosed in 
Ikeda et al. that performs all elements of claim 26 (e.g., see response regarding claims 25 and 27). 



Examiner's response: 
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H 1 1 . applies. The Final Office Action, dated October 16, 2006, pages 7 and 8 
apply where each limitation of claim 26 was addressed. Claim 26 does not limit to "... a 
single program on a single system ..." 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Claim 27 should also be allowable as setting forth patentable subject matter in and of itself. Claim 27 
recites "(g) in the event that first incoming error condition does not appear to have been corrected in 
response to the first set of commands generated automatically to recover from that first incoming error 
condition, sequentially thereafter automatically commanding the generation of a second set of commands 
associated with a second course of possible automated corrective action for that first incoming error 
condition, and (h) in the event that second incoming error condition does not appear to have been 
corrected in response to the first set of commands generated automatically to recover from that second 
incoming error condition, sequentially thereafter automatically commanding the generation of a second 
set of commands associated with a second course of possible automated corrective action for that 
second incoming error condition." The Examiner cites column 8, lines 1-10; Figure 5(A); and SI 8, 819 in 
support of this rejection. However, the Examiner is mixing features of Ikeda's monitoring system 19 and 
monitoring system 8 which are at different facilities running on different computers in Ikeda et al 

Examiner's response: 

^11. applies, above comments related to claim 25 apply. 



Examination Considerations 
8. The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. 
"Office personnel are to give the claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light 
of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048. 1054-55, 44USPQ2d 1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in 
the claim are not read into the claim. In re Prater, 415 F.2d, 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 
541, 550-551 (CCPA 1969)" (MPEP p 2100-8, c 2, 1 45-48; p 2100-9, c 1, 1 1-4). The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 
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Examiner will reference prior art using terminology familiar to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. Such an approach is broad in concept and can be either explicit or implicit in 
meaning. 

9. Examiner's Notes are provided with the cited references to prior art to assist the 
applicant to better understand the nature of the prior art, application of such prior art 
and, as appropriate, to further indicate other prior art that maybe applied in other office 
actions. Such comments are entirely consistent with the intent and spirit of compact 
prosecution. However, and unless otherwise stated, the Examiner's Notes are not prior 
art but a link to prior art that one of ordinary skill in the art would find inherently 
appropriate. 

10. Unless othenA^ise annotated, Examiner's statements are to be interpreted in 
reference to that of one of ordinary skill in the art. Statements made in reference to the 
condition of the disclosure constitute, on the face of it, the basis and such would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, establishing thereby an inherent prima facie 
statement. 

1 1 . Examiner's Opinion: Hlj 8-1 0 apply. The Examiner has full latitude to interpret 
each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 

Conclusion 

12. Claims 1-30 are rejected. 
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Correspondence Information 

13. Any inquiry concerning this information or related to the subject disclosure 
should be directed to the Primary Examiner, Joseph P. Hirl, whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3685. The Examiner can be reached on Monday - Thursday from 5:30 a.m. 
to 4:00 p.m. 

As detailed in MPEP 502.03, communications via Internet e-mail are at the 
discretion of the applicant. Without a written authorization by applicant recorded in the 
applicant's file, the USPTO will not respond via e-mail to any Internet correspondence 
which contains information subject to the confidentiality requirement as set forth in 35 
U.S.C. 122. A paper copy of such correspondence will be placed in the appropriate 
patent application. The following is an example authorization which may be used by the 
applicant: 

Notwithstanding the lack of security with Internet Communications, I hereby authorize the USPTO 
to communicate with me concerning any subject matter related to the instant application by e- 
mail. I understand that a copy of such communications related to formal submissions will be 
made of record in the applications file. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, David R. Vincent can be reached at (571) 272-3080. 
Any response to this office action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, 

Washington, D. C. 20231; 
Hand delivered to: 
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Receptionist, 

Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 
401 Dulany Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313, 

(located on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building); 
or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry. 

Infomnatlon regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://Dair-direct.usDto.qov . Should 
you have any questions on access to Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll free). 




Primary Examiner 
September 19, 2007 



